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Response to Office action of June 22, 2004

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS

Claims 1 to 8 stand rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Paik (USPN

5,673^3).

With respect Applicant disagrees. Claim 1 of the present application defines ain^ of

shielding manipulations of the data stored in the chip from observation. Claim 1 defines one

of the method steps as ""operating non-jlashing CMOS structures in the chip, m which

pMOS andnMOS transistors are driven such that they do not have intermediate resistance

simultaneously during a change ofstate ofthe CMOS structure, to manipulate the secret

data".

This feature is not taught nor suggested by the device ofPark. Paik teaches a memory

device and only teaches a method for storing data in the memory device. Whilst Paik does

describe that the memory device has bothpMOS and nMOS structures, the write operation

of Hie memory device, which is described at column 5, lines 7 to 27, does not descnbe that

during the write operation, the pMOS and nMOS transistors are driven so that they do not

simultaneously have an intermediate resistance during the write operation.

The Examiner has sort to add to the disclosure of Park, that the operation of conventional

CMOS inverters is weU known in the art. Whilst CMOS inverters maybe well known.

Applicant submits that their use in the context defined in claim 1 is not. With respect.

Examiner has feiled to demonstrate that the step of operating conventional CMOS inverters

adjacent the non-flashing CMOS structures at the same time is obvious, in particular in the

present context defined by present claim 1 ,
namely, as a step in a method of shielding

manipulations of data.

Accordingly, Applicant submits thatt the Examiner's combination ofteachings is

inappropriate and that tiierefbre the invention definedby claim 1 is not obvious over Park

and that claim 1 is patentable.

Applicant further submits that because each ofclaims 2 to 4 are dependent on claim 1, that

diese claims are also patentable.

In respect ofthe independent device claim, claim 5, Applicant submits that the arguments

advanced in respect ofclaim 1 are equally ^plicable to the device defined in claim 5.

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that claim 5, and claims 6 to 8 which are each

dependent on claim 5. are patentable ovot Park.
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Applicant contends that this response is fiilly responsive to^ oftheissues ^^i^^i^?^

Office Action, and accordingly, reconsideration ofthe grounds of rejection is respectfully

requested.

Very respectfiillyj
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